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ABSTRACT 

Indiv^dua^l differences in the motivation and skill to 
manage impressions can' be neasured by the Self-Hpnitoring Scale. 

' **Blind" dating encounters ve re Established to investigate Kiiether 
complementarity rather than similarit.y in partner'^s self^ monitoring 
vould lead to greater attraction and* satisfaction, vith th^ 
relationship. College students (H=64 couples) completed the 
Self-Honitoring Scale, the Bern Androgyny Scale, and personal data 

^forjis. Pairs of subjfects met each other and conversejir^brief ly* After 

*the initial meeting,, subjects cpmpleted' Diofa Scales to. give 
impressions of, their partners. Pairs tiien dated each ot^her"" 
exclti;3ivel][^ f or three veeks (a minimum of thr^e dates) ^nd then 

'completed a final Dion Sc^le, Results shoved that high • ^ ^ 

self^monitdringL vomen vere more favorable tban. Ion self '•monitoring 
vomen abbut th^ir da^tes, regardless of^maleS'^ levels of ' 
self^mpnitoring^ All males, hovever,' preferred lov self -monitoring 
women. These findings provide no ^vldencp that, coapleiientarlty of 

^ self-monitoring, affects attraction in k dating ^itua.tion. ' (NBB) 
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* One Qf the most -pervasiv^. aspects of hum^jo- soci^al 

interaction is "impression management, " What tpeople say and 

• ♦ * , — 
♦ 

do is informative to others*; and this information can be 

' managed to create ^n image* - According to Mark SAyder (1974) 

there are important individual differences in the motivation 

and skill tQ manage impression, and these individual * 

differ^^nces can^be measured by the Self-Monitoring Scale. / 

Individuals scoring high on *this scale - hiah- self-monitors - 

are said t;o be very apf^fpt at tailoring their behavior and 

.making it appropriate to whatever audienqe is at hand. On 

the other hand, individuals scorin^^low on the scales - low 

self-monitors - are said to be less motivated or less skilled 

at tailoring an image, or at least creating different image 
* *' • > 

for different situations. . ' 

1 In ordei:- 1^' adjust ^their behaviors,* /high self-monitprs 
collect and pi'ocess more information about people with whom 
they expect to interact than do lov self-monitors (Berscheid'/* 

: ' • ' ^ 

*^r^2iano, Monson, & Dermer, 1976; Elliott, 1979) >^ 
Apparently, high self-monitors are seeking cues as to' wliat * 
ijnage* is most appropriate for the particular people involved. 
However, |j;-his information collection task nciay be. considerably 
mope difficult fc^Tr the high self-monitor than we have impelled 
SO far. . , ' ' / 

So'm6 of: the 'problems confronting the high self-monitor 
are .that 'other persons iftay not emit enough information, or 



may not e^it enough^ re4:iable information to be useful^ for . 

.creating an image. In the natural ecology, this, might occur 

when two unacquainted hi,gh self -monitors meet. Bqth are 

actively coticerned wi^th' creating an image /'^each is carefuily 

scrutinizing the other in a search for cues, a*nd each is 

trying to adjust||it btehavior to be "appropriate, " It was 

our suspicion that' individuals in this situation would be'. 

» 

uncomfortable ♦ \ * 

^^more comfortable state of affairs might occur when 
the unacquainted pair consists, of one high- , ^d .one 1t6w 
^ self -monitor. From the perspective o^. the hig^h sel£-mopitor , 
the partnfer would appear io be emiting spontaneous, uncensored 
reactions, ?nd sych cues are precisely what the high self- 
monitor seeks . From'th^ perspective of "the low self-monitor, 
the partner would appear to bje remarkably compatible with 
himself. The "compatibility" is, of course, the' xesujt of 
tl^e high> self-monito image management. But what of 
unacquaihtfeS pairs of low^^elf -monitors? Vt(^ suspected that , 
such pairs would also hcive uncomfortable int^ra<::tions , at ' 
least initially, because heither partner, would be motivated 
to adjust his beh'avior to that; ^of. the other partner, 

; In sum, we predicted that f6r unacquainted pairs of 
persons,* complementarity ih partner *s/self-mon\tqring,wpuld 
lead to greater attraction and satisfaction with .the - . ' • 

relationship thaij. would .similajj^ity in self -monitoring. This ^ 
hypothesis is dating; given the- number of studies that have ^ 



f.ailed to ^ find greater attraction in complementary, as Opposed 



to similar, ^-elatioriships*. 



Method 

♦ 



We'ichoSe to test our hypothesis wrthin the content of > 
^ heterosexual dating encounters. College .students are familiar 
with ^the notion o£ a blind date, and the situation is impor- 
' tant fenough for' students" that thgy wiUr' attempt \0 present! ^ 
reasonably positive 'image to their .partner^ v ■ 

The .encounters were ^divided into 3 ^essidns. Ir^ the • 
^ first session, volunteers met with the experitnfenter in large 
gr„oups. At that time, t^i^ Self-Monitotring Scale, the Bem 
Androgyny Scale anc^. some personal data^Wre ccJllected tt^m " 
each volunteer and the -requirements of the study v^ere 
explained. Participants had to be between the ages of 18 and 
22^.and not steadily involved'with any regular dating^ p^tner. 
Participants were told they were expected to me'et a blind 
date, and then'^date that person exclusively, for ^ weeks, for 
'*a minimum of 3 dates. "People who felt that they may not be 
able to meet those requirements vere encouraged not to 
. continue^with the study: This resulted ih a sample s^ze of 

64 couplds . — ^ * , ' ' ^ . 

' J. " . ' * 

^ • It » (J • 

The second session involved the individual introductions i 
• Each. pair c^f. participants were' Introduced; names, addresses, 
and -phone numbers were exchanged, and then the couple was ^ 
left a'lone^ for 5 minutes to become better acquainted. The 
5 minutes of conversation was uhobtru^vely tape-recorded for 
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'later analysii^,. 'At" the end of the 5 minutes, -participari^ts 
were seated at separate tables > and given ;bipolar^ trait rating 
.and ccinfidence scales, (Dion Scales) witK which to give us ' ' 
• their initial impressions of^heir dates • Fii>ally they were 
reminded of the conditions of t?h,e study »and sentv off to begin ^ 
their .3 weeks of 'dating; When the 3 weeks had passed-, *partici 

' 

p^nts returned In small groups, without their dat^s, to fill. * 

9 « 

our a^ final- Dipn Scale and to ^iscuss^the study. 

^^ftqt the study was pompleted, couples were assigned to* 

onef qlf four cells, based on a medjLan sptit of the self- 

t 

monitoring scores fdr males and females t high male high • 
female, low male— high female, high male - low female', or 
low male - low female. 



Results 



y 

J 



Recall o-:r prec^iption that attraction w.ould be greater 
in complementary couples 'than in" similar coUples, ^Ratings 
for the pre-dat^ session (summed Dion, scales) did not confirm 
this prediction, /bale's level of self-moiaitoring did not 
influeuce .their partner:'*^ attraction to them-, but females' 
\evel of' self-monitOrijn^ did, F (1,32) ='5.00, £ .04). 
When' females rated their d^tes, the high self-monitoifing 
women were more favorable 4^)Out their*, dates than 'were the low 
self-monitoring women, regardless of males' level qf self-', 
monitoring^' When the ittales rated their dates, however, all 
of tlie majes preferir^^the low self •;;jnonitoring females.' 



We asked participants to express how confident they were 

that their -ratings, of, their dates were correct, and we foBnd 

the^ same .pattern, liigh self-^monitoring femalss were rtorfe 

confident that their ratings were correct. Males felt mopt 

confident aljoirt''^ their rdt>ings when t^'ey were rating lov; self-r 
* * 

monitoring females and les-s so when their dates were high. * 

It couldt^be ar-gued^that prte-date ratings were based' on 
tpo little iaformation for complementarity to 'be recognized, 
' UnfoVtunately, .post-date ratings were not consistent with 
pr^dibtion^^; either. Jn the post-dating ^period^ tjie high ' 
self-monitoring females were^ less positive about their • 
partners than they w^re in their pre-date ratings^. but again,- 
males' level of self-jnonitoring did not inl^rajct with females 
level o-f self-m6nit6ring. ^ v . - ' ' 

Conclusions an d Interpretations • 
. -Taken as a whole, data from the' present stVidy did not 
support our hy^^othesis that g/eater attraction l/ould occur in. 
couplfes with . complementary levels of self-monitoring than in " 
couples with similar levels of self-mbnitoring . Females' 
level of self-monitoxing di-d influence her attraction to her 
partner, but the .attraction *did nOjt persist, nor did.it inter- 
"^ct'with th^ partner's level of self -monitoring . ' . ' ^ 
There are sever^il expranations for these results: . 

' . ' / ■ • ' ■ ; • 

First, the sample size was small and there .we're very, few 
participants ^e^^cell.. Consequently, statistical power wa5 
low, *and even if an effect had been* present, it would have ] 
been difficult to detect. . . • ' i 



Second; with the clarity 'of hindsight, we recoghize 
that a dating context may not have, been a good '"test site" 
for our hypothesis, % Dating relationships are situationally 
constrained by sex-role requirements and specific, information 
about a given person may not be as useful for this particular 
interaction as we had originally assumed. * - - " 

* -^hird, the salience of- the partner ' s* "personality" in a 
first-blind-date situation may have been small, relative to ' 

•the salience of other dating variables such as physical • 
attractiveness. ^ * - ^ 

Finally, it is interes'^ting to npte* that in earlier ^ 
research, Berscheid and her colTeagues at, Minnesota found 
that^High self-monitors engaged in facilitative distortions, 
that is, they saw tjie dates selected for them as having more 
de^ireable qualities than other individuals. In our study. 

>we^^found this al^o, but only for females and only prior to 
dating . The effect did not persist to the posl^-date ratings. 
Apparently dating a "real" person in^ose'd reality constraints 

.upon the perceptions held by the high ^elf -monitoring 
females,', in effect, forcing them to depolarize their opinions 
of 1:heir 'dates, - / ^ ' ' 

In summary, contrary to predictions, this study provided no 
evidence - that complementarity of self-monitoring 'affects ^ 
attraction m a dating situation. 
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Addendum * * *® 

. ^ Thje a±)Ove presentation is ^ very brief summary of a ^ ' 

very long thesis as it was given at the 1981 South-eastern ' 

Ps^ycfiological Conference* in Atlanta. Specific questions' 

s^iould'be addressed to Michele .Tomarelli,. Departmerit "of 

Psychology, University of Georgia', Athens, Georgia, 30602. 
* * ' - 
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